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HUMANITY AND GOD. 
I. 

The English Positivists are proud of the historic fact that 
within twenty-five years after their propaganda began it be- 
came a custom among magazine writers and the authors of 
books to write Humanity with a capital H and to place 
the words Humanity and God side by side coupled by an 
"and." This had not been the custom of any writer until the 
Positivists educated the leaders of thought to their own sense 
of the dignity, sublimity and reality of idealized Humanity. 
To-day we are all so used to group God and Humanity together 
in our sentiment that we can hardly realize the extreme modern- 
ity of this association. 

But has the process which the Positivists began reached its 
logical end? Is that impulse which raised Humanity on high 
and placed it, if not at the right hand, at least at the left hand 
of God, satisfied and exhausted in so doing? Humanity as a 
spiritual organism — has it ascended the throne as a supple- 
mentary equal, or as a subordinate to God? We may have 
stopped asking the question as to what right Humanity has to 
be in such close association with Deity. But if so, it is only 
the more incumbent upon us to inquire the exact relation of the 
one to the other. Indeed the problem to settle is not 
simply whether Humanity be equal and supplementary, or 
subordinate and subservient. There is a third horn to the alter- 
native. 

If Humanity is to be counted equal with God it may press 
the still further claim of being not only equal but identical. 
Such a claim on behalf of some newly-felt factor in life has 
often been maintained and come out triumphant in the case of 
earlier deities. The God of the Jews was not only compelled 
to admit Jesus and the Holy Ghost to the same level of dignity 
and power with himself, but to concede that he had no exis- 
tence apart from them and was one in substance with them. 
It was not Father and Son and Holy Ghost, but Father, Son, 
Holy Ghost — one God. 



Humanity and God. 425 

We must therefore ask : What is the Christian community 
going to mean after the Positivist worship of Humanity has 
taught its sentiment to the full — what will the Community mean 
when it speaks of Humanity and God? Is this phrase to sig- 
nify that Humanity is something else than God, or that there is 
a God outside of Humanity as a spiritual organism ? Are there 
to be two Gods, each limited by and needing the other? Or is 
Humanity God? If not, why is it coupled with deity as if 
equal in power and majesty? If there be two Gods, how can 
there be two ? Is a divided allegiance possible ? 

So far as I am aware, the Positivists have never declared 
that Humanity is God. But they have maintained that all the 
homage and obedience which had been rendered to God should 
now be transferred to Humanity. They have worshiped Hu- 
manity, they have prayed to it, they have found consolation and 
strength in communion with it. Surely, then, it has become 
their God. 

Why did they not call it their God? And if they believed 
that it ought to become and was destined to be all men's God, 
why did they not boldly proclaim : Humanity is God ! This 
is what the intimate friends of Jesus who survived his death 
did with him. They asserted his godhead. They did not only 
worship, pray to and obey him, but they professed with their 
lips in so many words : Jesus is God ! 

Why have the Positivists stopped short of such profession 
with the lips? Why have they kept dumb — why have they 
abstained from the only adequate embodiment in words of the 
new thought and the new life that animates them ? Why have 
they not said: Humanity is God! Why have they advised 
one another to make use of such a hymn as "Nearer, my God, 
to thee," by thinking "Humanity" wherever the word "God" 
appeared, unless Humanity was their God? And if it was, 
why did they not say so? The Christian in singing "Nearer, 
my God, to thee," would think "Jesus" wherever the word 
"God" occurred. But if asked how he could do this, he would 
answer that Jesus was his God, and was God, and that he there- 
fore in thinking "Jesus" was not thinking one thing in his heart 
while uttering a different thing with his lips. 
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Those who have known the state of public opinion in Eng- 
land during the last fifty years know well why the Positivists 
stopped short of declaring Humanity to be the only true and 
living God. They were practicing what John Henry Newman 
would have called "economy." It is indiscreet for the truth's 
sake for teachers to say more than their pupils at any given 
time can digest and assimilate. The Positivists as pedagogues 
to the British public were going just so far in the utterance of 
this truth as they could without arousing intellectual and moral 
prejudices in their pupils. The Positivists have never been 
agitators, firebrands or revolutionists. Yet not from cowardice 
or shrewd self-interest or unwillingness to suffer martyrdom. 
It was not to save their own skin that they lay low as to the 
whole of the truth which they had in mind. It was for truth's 
own sake, that in the end it might be adopted the more quickly 
and fully. They would say only so much as their pupil could 
understand and love. They were willing to give in instalments, 
until there should be at least the beginning of a demand for 
what they might offer. 

The British public to-day is ripe, and in my opinion has been 
ready these ten years, for something more, and further in the 
same direction, than anything which the English Positivists 
have yet said. 

II 

Three aspects of the Positivist doctrine must be pro- 
claimed, which neither Comte nor his followers have ever set 
forth. They may be aspects which neither Comte nor his pro- 
fessed disciples would have accepted; but such an accident 
would be no proof that they were not further instalments of the 
same fundamental idea. 

As to the first of these aspects, the British Ethical Societies 
have supplemented, corrected and improved upon the work 
of the Positivists by emphasizing and glorifying the words 
"morality," "right," "duty," "conscience," "the Moral Ideal." 
The Ethical Movement has been doing for the words "the Moral 
Ideal" what the Positivists did for the word "Humanity." 
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But the Moral Ideal is not something else than Humanity; 
that being which the Positivists call Humanity is an ideal, and 
it is the Moral Ideal. More than this: The significance 
of Humanity is due to the fact that it is the Moral Ideal. To 
worship the Moral Ideal is to worship Humanity. But to 
call the reality indicated by this term the Moral Ideal is to 
penetrate deeper into the psychology and philosophy of its na- 
ture than to call it Humanity. To name it "Humanity" is to 
turn attention to its empirical contents, to its history, to its con- 
crete fulness; but to name it "the Moral Ideal" is to illumi- 
nate it in relation to the constitutional structure of the human 
mind, of the reason and the will, indeed of all mind, and of 
universal reason. Superficial and inadequate is any one's con- 
ception of Humanity if he does not consciously realize that the 
Moral Ideal as such is that which ultimately is worthy of 
supreme reverence, and that Humanity is worthy of being as- 
sociated with deity only in so far as Humanity is recognized to 
be the Ideal of a Perfect Being. 

As to the second aspect, the British Ethical Societies have 
differed from the Positivists in regard to Agnosticism. The 
Positivists have proclaimed Agnosticism as the philosophic 
basis of Positivism. The Ethicists have insisted that Ethicism 
no more needs an agnostic than it does a materialistic theory as 
to the reality of a universe independent of the mind that knows 
it. They declare that one need not settle the relation of 
Thought to an independent Being by declaring it to be in- 
soluble, as the philosophic sceptics do or maintaining with the 
Materialists that Force itself in time and space is Being, or 
with the Agnostics that one can only say that independent Be- 
ing is, but never can know what it is. 

The English Ethicists maintain that science is absolutely neu- 
tral as to the relation of Thought to a Being independent of 
Thought. They do not care what such a relation is. Their 
interest begins wholly on this side of the relation of Thought 
to a Being independent of Thought. The geometrician will 
not for an instant discuss whether time and space are inde- 
pendent of the mind or exist only in the mind. He will not 
discuss for an instant whether the mind itself for which time 
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and space at least exist, is itself a reality or not. He assumes 
its reality and the reality of Time and Space for it. Now the 
Ethical Movement has identified itself with this scientific atti- 
tude. It is no more committed to Agnostic Monism than to 
Materialistic Monism. 

Neither is it allied in any way to any of the more recent 
forms of philosophic pluralism. Ethics must be as free as 
geometry, as independent as algebra of Agnosticism or any 
other theory of the relation of Thought to a Being independent 
of Thought. Clearness on this point is an enormous advance 
over the teachings of Comte and his disciples. Instead of dis- 
carding its fundamental idea of Humanity it clears that idea 
of extraneous associations. 

These are two enormous gains. Humanity is the Moral 
Ideal, and its credential to sovereignty consists in this fact. The 
reasons, furthermore, for worshiping Humanity are wholly 
unrelated to the question whether the human mind can know 
or not know of the existence of a reality independent of 
thought. The reasons for paying attention to the Moral Ideal 
are of the same kind as those for all other science and art. 
Ethical principles and applications may be infinitely more val- 
uable but are no more entangled with the ultimate question of 
metaphysics than are geometry and engineering. 

The third aspect of the Religion of Humanity which needs 
clearing up, and which the British public is now ready to under- 
stand and appreciate, is the relation of the Moral Ideal to the 
conception of God. The Ethical Societies have not as such 
committed themselves one way or the other concerning this 
relationship. But a few of their members are convinced that 
no object has ever been called God, except when and because it 
was worshiped as the source of man's deliverance from misery 
and sin and that therefore the Moral Ideal ought always to 
have been accepted as "Very God of Very God," and ought 
now to be so proclaimed. It ought to be insisted upon that the 
term "God" is as applicable to a Supreme Being in a natural- 
istic scheme of values as in a supernaturalistic and superhuman- 
istic scheme. 

The Positivists have been saying something more than 
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that Humanity is Humanity. They have said that Humanity 
is the Supreme Being. In saying this they have implied that 
Humanity is God. 

Stanton Coit. 
London. 



MR. MOORE ON HEDONISM. 

I must begin by expressing agreement with much of what 
Mr. Moore says in his "Principia Ethica" — a good deal of 
which is, indeed, as he himself observes, to be found in sub- 
stance in the "Methods of Ethics," though Mr. Moore prefers 
to give his own statements, which must be allowed to be gen- 
erally clear and incisive and remarkably free from irrelevan- 
cies. 

Among the points to which I refer are some very important 
questions of method. Mr. Moore holds that what is intrinsically 
good, desirable in itself or as an end, should be distinguished 
from what is right or good as means ; that the question what is 
good in itself can only be decided by intuition, while questions 
of what it is right to do, involve actual relations of cause and 
effect, and require empirical treatment, an investigation into the 
results of actions (cp. "Methods of Ethics," 6th Ed., p. 195 
etc. ) He holds further that the notion "good" is indefinable — 
indefinable that is, in the Conceptualist sense, in which Defini- 
tion means analysis of a notion and is only applicable where 
there is complexity (cp. "Principia Ethica" p. 7) . If and in as far 
as this notion is identifiable with ought, it would seem that it is 
simple and ultimate and that Mr. Moore is right here. We can, 
of course, as he would allow ("Principia Ethica," pp. 5, 67, etc.), 
try to convey our meaning by saying that Good is desirable, — it 
is what ought to exist, what we ought to desire, and ought to 
seek to produce — Right actions are what ought to be done, 
etc., 1 but this is only to express the same simple notion from 

1 As I understand Mr. Moore, he inclines to agree on the whole with 
Common Sense views of right conduct. 



